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I E Scripture-Argument againſ# Dr. 
Clark' Doctrine concerning the Holy 
| Trinity, contain'd in the IIld Letter to 
| bim in theſe following Papers, is recom- 
mended for its plainneſs, and eaſineſi to be under- 
ſtood by every private Chriſtian. I do not by uſing 
it, any ways diſtruſt the poſitive Proofs that are 
brought for the Eternal Deity ef our Lord and Savi- 
our Feſus Chriſt, from thoſe Texts in which it is di- 
rettly revealed; ſuch as 1 Joh. v. 7. Phil. ii. 6. 
Rom. ix. 5. Joh. x. 30. Tit. ii. 13. 1 Joh. 


v. 20. and many more. When the Seriptures are ſtu- 
died with a humble Mind, there - 4 mi Pow- 
er and Efficacy with them, to enlighten Eyes : 


But when Artifices are uſed to darken this Light ; 
and the Authority of one Text is denied; and 4 con- 
trary Tranſlation of another is introduc'd ; when va- 
rious Readings and Pointings are pretended in the 
reſt . when in ſome the Conſtruttion of the Words, and 
in others the plaineſt Senſe is diſputed; there is no 
Doctrine ſo fully reveal'd, but by theſe Methods, it 
may be made to feem uncertain and doubtful, Many 
are i tri Grace of God, from the ſtumbling- 
blocks laid in their Way; and Learned Men are enabled 
to extricate themſelves from theſe Difficulties, and to 
convince the Gainſayers, by vindicating the Au- 
thority, Tranſlation, and Reading, together with 
the Conſtruction and Senſe of the Texts, on which they 
| A3 ground 
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ground the Doftrines of Chriſtianity. But the com- 
mon Peo _ whoſe Souls are as precious to Him that 
purchas'd them, as the Souls of the moſt learned C Cri- 
trics, hade mor opportunity to ſearch into, nor ability 


to make a Judgment of the Per formances of theſe 


Learned Men on either fade : And it is not the 
of theſe lrrk our Father which is in Heaven, that one 
O e thipugh 1 
rante pf t beſe 16, fene Nd , 4 1 
rours 5 2 thereunto, for want of this kind o 
Learning. I cannot therefore but think, that He, 
whoſe \ Mel i ir that rh Poor ſheuſd have the 
Goſpeiipreached to them, hs given as ways ſuit- 
able ru thelri dapacities, to'eft-ab15( thaw the Mal 
thereaf rt het uhryj may under ſtanding ly male Prefeſ- 
fron of tha Fu ith, and-[eriouſty join in the Mor hip off 
the Chriſtuan Chbarch.' © As'to the preſent Controverſit 


Profeſſrom. of Faith, and Order of Worſhip, are fo 

nearly roncernid; there urs r Things ferm nece 2 
to be done; for them wii brt not able to cotend a 
divers: Readings and Criticiſms; but bleſs God for 
the $209k." Frama ion of the Script ure which they 
haue, nr Tungue which the — The 
one, to auer rhe 'Pretence o Scripture that is 
make for this new Schemb ; aud the Other, to give # 
plain Scripture Argament for the Was hat 9. 
have beem taug be. 

It caunot be deny d, thai: Dy. Clarke * a Pres 
tonce to Seripture. Hs enritles hin Noi, The Scri- 
pture Doctrine; amd therevis in it u lurge Collect f- 
on of Scriptures of the New — Aud in 


lu Reply\to' Mr. Netſon, p. 25. He Hh to com- 


plain, & That his Avſwerer has tan as notice of 
« above 300 Texts,” in which all he cn, for "iy 
« as clearty expreſs d, as they can be | expreſs'd in 
& Words.” This ſounds great; and vertainly re 
quires an Anſwer, which may be eafje to common Ca- 
pacities. What he contends for, I have ſet down 

from 
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from his own Book, in the ful Letter the ſd. 
and that ( L hurkbly conceive) "is ſo far from 

expreſs'd in 300 Texts, that thore 1 is nd ant Text in 

the the 'Holy 'Seriptures to prove it. It il true indeed, 
that the Texts which he cites do prove, t hat aut Lord 
and Saviour jeſus Chriſt is in a certain Senſt, (well 
known and own'd by all Chriftians) ſubordinate and 
inferior to the Father; har Hie bas received Au- 
thority and Power from Him; and that He acts 
according to the Will of the Father; mediates 
and intercedes with Him on our behalf, and the 
like. But there: it one piain diftinftion,' well 'known 
among ſt Chriſtians alſo, which" ſhews that theſe 300 
Teure are per feftly agrecable with our 2 the 
ſtritiy · eternal Deity f our Sevrour; and ſo make 
noching far what be contends for. Th diſtintti- 
on this Learned Aſan is no ways ignorant of, 
has quoted it from Biſhop Ball, in 1 Book, „ 
and rendred it into pry theſe Words: . Onur 
Lord Cbrift may be conſidered in two. Reſpedts „ei- 
4 ther ks God or as man, and Mediator 
between God and Man. If we conſider our Sa- 
<&. 7;our in this latter reſpect, it appears from many 
* Places of -Serepture, hype bs ca of all Cbhriſti- 
* ant, that al the Worſbip, which we pay to God, 

oug he to be directed to Him through Chriſt our Me- 
00 diator ; and that all the Worſhip" and Honour, 
4 which be pay to Chriſt, ought to redoumd to God the 
A Father, 7 St. Paul ſpealt, Phil. ii.) for that 
& Chriſt ir, in reſpeſt of { book his Natnres, the Me- 
= diator berween God and Man, ( ever fome of 

<-tbe Romaniſts urge to the contrary) ir the ants 4 
6 mous Dofteine of the Ancient Catholick Fathers, 
« and of the Holy Scriptures.” Wy have ſufficient 
proof, that the Son of God is of the ſame Subſtance 
with the Father, by whom all Things [all Be- 
ings] were made; bat the main Deſitn of the new 
Teſt ament is to repreſent Him, as the Chriſt, the 
gee: Emmanuel; 3 that as the reaſonable Soul + 

e 
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Fleſh afe one Man, ſo God and Man is one 
Chriſt; He is declared to be God manifeſted in 
the Fleſh; the Word made Fleſh; and with re- 
ſpect to this, God is repreſented as the God and Fa- 
ther of our Lord jeſus Chriſt ; who: is ſaid to a- 
noint Him with the Holy Spirit, which He receive 
ed without meaſure, and by which He acted in ſub- 
ordination to the Father, and through Him we: 
have acceſs by one Spirit to the Father. So that 
we are to diſtinguiſh between the Trinity of Perſons 
in the Divine Nature; und the Manifeſtation of the 


Trinity in the Chriſtian Oeconomy or Diſpenſation; 


and the latter is depending upon the former. 

Trinity of Perſons is natural and neceſſary to the 
Divine Being, without which He were not that God 
which He it; but the/Manifeſtation of the Trinity 
in the Chriſtian Diſpenſation, is arbitrary, of bis 
own Free-will, (calfd his good Will towards 
Men, ) being upon the Accaunt, that the Son of God 
did voluntarily aſſume the Nature of Man, and 
freely - took upon Himſelf the Office of a "Mediator 
between God and Man. Ie might have been the 
ſame God that He is, (and have govern d his Crea- 


tures too) though He had never manifeſted Himſelf 


after this manner, to the fallen Race of Man, as the 


New Teſtament now repreſents Him to have done. 


This Revelation is particularly for the Vſe of Man, 
that we might addreſs our Selves to the God and 
Father of aur Lord Jeſus Chriſt, for the Spirit of 
Revelation in the Knowledge of Him, Eph. i. 17. 
and our Creeds and Forms of Worſhip are compos'd 
agreeably to this manifeſtation of the Trinity; we 
are to draw near to the Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, and in Him Our Father; through the Me- 
rits and Mediation of his only Son our Saviour; by 
the Help and Aſſiſtance of his Holy Spirit, which 
He hath given us. This gracious Diſpenſation de- 
pending upon the voluntary Condeſcenſion of the Son 


of God, to take our Nature, and the Office of a Me- 
| diator 


uf 
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diator upon Him, does no ways contradict our Do- 
drine of his being of the ſame Subſtance or E/- 
ſence with the Father; but does indeed depend up- 
on that His Eternal Deity ;, jor though Dr. Cl 
in his laſt Letter ſeems to think it . that He 
ſhould be one with God, whom He mediates to; 
yet this is, becauſe He does not diſtinguiſh between 
the eſſential and perſonal Properties of the Deity 
which are by neceſlity of Nature; and what is done 
by the Bleſſed God of his own Free- will, or by the 
voluntary Conſent of the three glorious Perſons in 
the Godhead. The Son's being ſent into the World by 
the Father, his mediating with the Father, &c. did 
not, by the eternal Neceſſity of Nature, flow from 
the Deity, nor from the proper or peculiar Perſonali- 
ties therein, nor yet from both together; but from 
the voluntary Conſent and Agreement of the Three 
Divine Perſons, that the Second Perſon ſhould aſſume 
the Humane Nature, and ſuffer in that Nature for 
the Sins of Men, and mediate with the Father for 
loſt Sinners. This was matter of free Grace; it was 
poſſible in the nature of the Thing, that it might ne- 
ver have been; thongh being once agreed on, it was 
neceſſary (upon that h poſit ion only) that it ſhould be. 
The humane Nature 15 aſſumed was the only phyſical 
Principle of the Sufferings of the Mediator; the Di- 
vine Nature did indeed ſupport the Humane Nature, 
and give virtue, value, and efficacy to the Sufferings, 
but did not at all phylically ſuffer, (which is im- 
poſſible) but only reputatively Lis reputed ſo to 7729 
becauſe it is the Humane Nature ſo wonderſully unite 
to the Son of God that ſo ſuffer'd. So far then (as 1 
ſaid) is this from oppoſing the Doctrine of the Son's 
eternal Deity, that it wholly depends upon it, without 
which He could never have accompliſhed this work of 
Mediation. The Sacrifice of Chriſ® God-man, 
% (as one well ſaith) was defectiuve in nothing; was 
44% both ſuitable and equal ro the Exigency of the 
* Caſe: for the Sacrifice of Him that was Man 


6 was 
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« was ſuitable to the Offence of Man; and of Him 
* that was God, was equal to the wrong done to 
God. © This indeed does not weigh muth with Dr. 
Clarke. He ſaith, in his Anſwer to the Mt Let - 
ter of one of his Friends, in a Book entituled, Three 
Letters to Dr. Clark, p. 17. Satisfaction cannot 
be proved to be in it ſelf, and in the Nature of 
Things, neceſſary; hut what the offended Per- 
ſon thinks fit to require and accept, that's the 
true Satisfaction. This ſeems to me the making 
Chriſt to die in vain. The Apoſtle ſaith, It is not 
poſhble for the Blood of Bulls and Goats ta take 
away Sin: But according to this Doctrine, it might 
have been poſſible, that even a leſs Charge than ſuch 
numerous Sacrifices put them to, might have been ac- 
cepted for a Satisfaction. The Deſign of God is 
plainly higher than he imagines ; viz. to have 2 
Propitiation — to declare his Righteouſnefs, 
that he may be jaſt, and the juftifier of them 
that belive in ſus, Rom. ili. 25, 26. This fin- 
gular Way of ſbewing himſelf juſt, by this grand 
Propitiation, does admirably declare the Honour of 
his Law and Government, before myriads of Angets 
and intellectual Creatures, that ſtand in continual awe 
of Him. It is well expreſs d by a late Writer, 
e The Wrong done to the Majufl of Heaven was 
* fuch, that the whole Creation conſuming in an uni- 
& wverſal Flame, had been an unproportion able Sacri- 
« fice ; it were maniſeſtly more honourable and wor- 
« thy of God, not to have exafted any ſatisfattion 
& at all, than to have accepted, under the Notion of 
© 4 Satrifice, ſuch as were unproportionable, and 
te beneath the Value of what was to be remitted and 
de conferrd: What is leſs than God, is infinitely 
© leſs; bring the Honour and Majeſty of the Deity. 
! 4e to any thing leſs than an equal Value, and you 
iN &« bring it to nothing. This had been to make the 
1 &«& Majeſty of Heaven cheap, and depreciate the 
© Dienuy of the divine Government, inſtead of ren- 
be | “ dring 
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tc . 4 uguſt and Great. » "This do the wits 

a Tens, "quoted by Dy. Clarke, relati ring 
to 2 786 Sons being i Mediator with the Father, | 
mirably agree with the Doctrine of His ſtrictiy-eter- 
nal Dei A which therefore ſhews forth the wonder» 
fel Grace and Condeſtenſion of the Son of God, ang 


"we Value" and Efficacy of hit Mediation: 


But it is not enough that we give an Anſwer bs 
the Pretence of Scripture: for theo ofite Doctrine, 
unleſi we'efabliſh our own by plain doors Proof, 
viz. that the Son of God is of one Subſtance with 
the Father,” and by V emſequence, that the one God 
is not one Ferfon s! but three Perſon in one Sub- 
ſtance: (Col. for 77 Iiniiy Sunday in the Communion 
Service.) To prove this, it wa formerly tho 
ſufficient to ſhew, that the Titles, Attributes, and 
Worſhip, that belong to the moſt" High God, are 
in Scripture aſcribed to the Son of God; — 
when this was made appear, the Doctrint of one only 
Divine Being having been before Frmly e ef 
among ſt Chriſtians, they pre ſentiy concluded that the 
Son muſt be the ſame Divine Being with the Father 


and the Holy Ghoſt; or that they were the ſame 
One God. Bat now Dr. Clarke has made'a Diftin- 


_ of ſeveral diſtinct Divine Bein "gs 5 ; and he is 
Attributes, 

ſhip, to the Son of God; but not in the 

fame Manner, and in the ſame Senſe; in which 


"they are aſcribed ro the fipreme God. Yi bis Scri- 


pture Doctrine, p. 298. he aſcribes to the Son, all 


divine Powers, excepting abſolute .” Cnc gne> | 


and Independency, which, (adds he,) to ſuppo 


communicable, is an expreſs Contradiatcn in 
Terms. And very true it is, to ſuppoſe the Supre- 
macy and Independency of God to be communi- 
* cated to any other Beings, is a Contradiction. 
But if Independency be an eſſential Attribute of. 
God, and the Father has communicated his undivs- 
; ded Eſſence to the Son % an eternal Generation, 


that 


account than of our difference about t 
nor did I ever ſee his Face, (that I know of) but when 
once he favoured me with ſome diſcourſe on this ſub- 
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that He is of one Subſtance or Eſſence with Him; 
then is He the ſame Independent Being, whom we 
call the one God, and muſt have the ſame Supre- 
macy over all other Beings, which are created and 
made. For the Proof of this is this Scripture-Ar- 
gument brought, which follows in theſe Papers, viz. 
that this Supreme Independent Being has declared 
that there are no other Beings, inferior or dependent, 
to whom Divine Titles, Attributes, or Worſhip, do or 
ought to belong, or to be aſcribed + and by — 
that the Son of God (to whom it is confeſs d that 
Divine Titles, Attributes, and Worſhip do belong) 
55 indeed a diſtin& Perſon from the Father and the 
Holy Ghoſt in the ſame Eſlence; but is not ano- 
ther Being, but of one and the 2 Subſtance 
with the Father and the Holy Ghoſt. 

In my management of this Argument, T hope it will 
not be thought unfair, that I have printed ſome ſhort 
Letters of Dr. Clarke's, which may be ſuppos d to be 
ſent to me, as to a Friend, for my own private Uſe. 
It is to be conſidered, that I never had the Honour of 
any Correſpondence with the Doctor, 4 any ot her 

is Doctrine; 


ject at his Bookſeller's. I have all along had the Un- 
happineſs to be treated as an Adverſary, (though, I 
own with civility and candour.) But my chief Rea- 
ſon for publiſhing theſe Letters is, that they are my 
Vouchers that I have done all that in me lies, to try 
whether there he any thing more to be ſaid againſt my 
Scripture-Argument, than. what I have preſented 


the Reader with, and made my Reply to: I was ſin- 


cerely deſirous to know whether there was any flaw in 


. my Reaſoning, that I might amend it. Ir is with 
great reſpect to the Doctor, (whom for many of his 


Accompliſhments I greatly eſteem) that I laid my Ar- 
gument before him two ſeveral times, at more than 


12 Months diſtance between them, that he might 
| make 
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male his Objeftions againſt it, as fuly as be pla; 


0 I knew no better way to be aſſured of the Strength of 
* my Argument before I publiſhed it, (which for about 
4 two Tears I have been deſigning to do) than to lay it 
fairly by way of Letter before him, who firſt" publiſhed 
r. the oppoſite Doctrine; and now the Argument is ſo 
of interwoven with the Replies to his Anſwers, that 1 
+ cannot well publiſh the one without the other. Had T 
_ printed this Scripture-Argument, without raking 
i notice of his Anſwer, I had fallen into the ſame 
— Fault, that my firſt Letter complains of in him: 
1 And I knew of no better way of ſetting down his 
; Anſwer, than in his own Words. ” 
hs They that have read the Paper intended by Dr. 
e | Clarke for the Biſhops in Convocation, will beſt 


underſtand the two hr Letters, waich made way 
for the ltd, in which this Scripture-Argument 1s 
contained. | 
And whereas the Doctor, in his Anſwer to 
that IIld Letter, complains of ſcholaſtic Terms, 
and of a4 manner of Reaſoning, as different 
from Reaſoning in any other Science, as a 
ſixth Senſe in the Body would he different 
from the Five we now have ; The Reader will 
perceive, that the ſcholaſtic Terms (ſo far as 
my Argument d concerned”) are only Three 
Perſous in one fndivi>!1al Efſence, a»d one of 
theſe, viz. individual Eſſence, is altogether 4 
ſcriptural Term, being the Engliſh of Jehovah, 
Deut. vi. 4. and the other Words, Three per- 
ſons therein, are prov'd by the Scriptures con- 
tain d in the Argument. And I am very willing 
to Allow, that the Divine Revelation, by which 
Three Perſons in one Eſſence is prov'd, is as 
different from Mathematics and Metaphyſics 
and the Faith, by which alone we apprehend it, is 
as different from the Way of attaining Skill in 
thoſe Sciences, as a ſixth Senſe in the Body 
would be different from the Five we now have. 
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But when He hints, that Three Perſons in one 
individual Eſſence is not in the Texts quoted 
by. me; if the Meaning of thoſe Terms are 


thereby prov d, I hope it will be no prejudice a- 
gainſt the Argument, that the Terms them- 


ſelves are not therein expreſly uſed. + 

I 1 ſhall ſet down this in the Words of the late 
Archbiſhop Tillotſon, in one of his Sermons, 
publiſhi d, as he tells his Readers in his Preface, 
upon the Account of ſome malicious Calumnies 
that had been raisd againſt him, viz. Serm. 
XLVIII. of the Folio Vol. where, ſpeaking ©* of 
« the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, or of 
«© Three real Differences or diſtin Perſons in 
& one and the ſame divine Nature; he faith, p. 
589. Though neither the Word Trinity, vor 
F© perhaps Perſon, in the Senſe in which it is uſed 
© by Divines, when they treat of this Myſtery, 
ec be any where to be met with in Scripture; yet 
cc it cannot he deny d, but that I hree are there 
c ſpoken of by the Names of Father, Son, and Ho- 
ce ly Ghoſt, in whoſe Name every Chriſtian 5s 
« baptized, and to each of whom the higheſt Ti- 
tles ad Properties of GOD are in Scripture 
attributed; and theſe Three are ſpoken of with as 
« much diltinftion from one another, as we uſe to 
ſpeak of Three diſtinct Perſons. So that though - 
& the Word Trinity be not found in Scripture, 
« yer theſe Three are there expreſly and fre- 
de quently mentioned; and a Trinity is nothing 
6 but Three of any thing. And fo likewi/h 
« though the Word Perſon be not there expreſly 
&«  apply'd to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, yee 
$* it will be very hard to find a more convent- 
ent Word, whereby to expreſs the Diſtinction 
& of theſe Three. And tho the Word Perſon 
« is now become a Term of Art, I ſee no Cauſe 
ce why we ſhould decline it, fo long as we mean 


© by it neither more nor | Than, wat the Scri- 
c 17 1 ko A 
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Letter 1 
To the Reverend Dr. Clarke. a 


5 Reverend Sir, che i Dec. 3-1 714. 
Bought laſt Night a. Collection of Papers 
with the Title of, An Apology for Dr. 

Clarke, for theſake of four of them, which 

I had not before ſeen. In one of which, 
No. V. containing your Reply to the Extract, &c. 
could not but obferve the ſeveral I hings aſſert- 
ed again touching 5uotoroe, the Athanaſian Creed, 
and the Paſſages of our Liturgy cited in your Book, 
Part. III. Ch. I. to all which I k:1ew you hatt re- 
— an Anſwer, the Reply to Which J no where 
find. | 22 | 

If therefore you will condeſcend ſo far, as to 

promiſe to ſend me a Reply in Writing, which I 
may have time to weigh and conſider, I will re- 


— the former A»ſwer,' and will attempt, =vs 


@, to ſhew, an 
I. Concerning *Owoioros I. That the Nicene 
Council did not mean thereby one kind of Sub- 
ſtance, but one Individual Subſtance. . 't bat 
the Notion of one kind of Subſtance, as meant in 
our Creeds, in the proper Conſtruction, would ne- 
ceſſarily infer a plurality of Gods. 3. That the 
Notion of one kind of Subſtance, i your Conftru- 
ction and Meaning, does deſtroy ir ſelf : For a 
Subſtance dependent, inferior, and precarious, is 
not of one kind with, hut infinitely unlike and 
diſtant from a Subſtance independent, abWlutely 
ſupreme and neceſſary, 4. That yet this — 
tende 


(2) 

tended one} kind of Subſtance does introduce 
Gods many, (in the Apoſtle's Senſe of theſe 
Words, with a relation to the Heathen Demi- 
Gods) quite contrary to the repeated Declarati- 
ons of the moſt High God, not only that there 
are none beſides Him, but alſo none lite Him. 

II. Concerning the Athanaſian Creed. 1. That 
your Senſe is confeſſedly contrary to the Engliſh 
Verſion, which in ſeveral Verſes reads, They 
are—— which Engliſh Verſion you have often 
ſubſcribed to, and once (at leaſt) declared your 
Aſſent and Conſeat to the Uſe of, and have en- 
couraged others of your Sentiments, in your In- 
troduction, to do the like. 2. That your Senſe is 
contrary to, or (at leaſt) not at all favoured by 
the grammatical Conſtruction of the Greek Words. 
3. That your Senſe makes this Confeſſion of Faith a 
meer Heap of Contradictions and Inconſiſten- 
cies, no ways to be ſolved, (which in our Senſe, 
according to the current Doctrine, is the beſt Ex- 
plication of the Trinity that is extant in any Hu- 
mane Writings.) Iam the more aſſured of what 
I ſet down under this Head, becauſe I have at 
large gone over this Creed, with a very learned 
Defender of your Scheme; who gave it up, as to 
theſe things, as indefenſible. 

III. Concerning the Paſſages in our Liturgy cited 
in your Book, Part. III. Ch. 1. That they neceſ- 
farily belong to the Chriſtian Oeconomy, in which 
is made known God manifeſted in the Fleſh: The 
Son of God voluntarily bringing Himſelf into a 
State of Subordinat ion and Subjection to the Father 
for our Sakes, as a Mediator between God and 
Man. And that our coming to the Father thro? 
the Mediator, is no ways contrary to, but neceſ- 
farily conſequent upon our owning Him to be of 
one Ingdivid1al Subſtance with the Father and the 
Holy®hoſt ; and to be ſo worſhipped and glo- 
rified, wit heut any difference or inequality, That 

there 


* 


(3) 
there is no difficulty in reconciling theſe Paſſages 
with thoſe cited in Ch. 2. and that they, whoare 
the moſt zealous Defenders of Three Perſons in 
ane Individual Subſtance, do ſtil} chuſe theſe Paſſa- 
ges cited in your Ch. I. as perfectly agreeable to 
their Doctrine, and the beſt ſuited to Chriſtian 
Worſhip, that they could chuſe, were they to 
compile the Liturgy ; which they believe to have 
been compiled by Men of the ſame Sentiments. 

Theſe things, I ſay, I hope to be able to prove, 
if you will promiſe to favour. me from time to 
time with your Reply ; which Promiſe is all that 
is neceſſary at preſent to be ſent to, 


Reverend Sir, 


Tour very humble Servant 


un 


— —— 


P. S. If we may ſeverally go over theſe things, 


J ſhall not queſtion afterwards to free the Do- 


ctrine of one Individual Subſtance from theCharge 
of Sabellianiſm. I do fully believe three Perſons 


really diſtinguiſhed one from another in one glori- 


ous Being which we call GOD, and who calls 


Himſelf FEHOY AH, who therefore is not ſuch a 
Being, as we and other Creatures are. His Per- 


fection is to be One God in Perſons 
Three, * and all the Perfections of Hymn at 
God are by neceſſity of Nature; the Ordinati- 


and were any of the glorious Per- Wt; 


ſons excluded from the Divine Eſſence, He would 
not be that God that He is. 


you ſee fit to wave any of theſe Particulars 
mentioned above, and to confine your Diſcourſe 


to, or to begin with any of the reſt ; @ plea- 


ſed to name them, and I will comply W your 
deſire. 


Dre 


— 


(4) 


Dr. c larke“ 8 aner to the forgo Lamvi- | 
Dee. 6. 710 


12 three Heads, oon ; which you propoſe 
to debate, are "only about unſcriptural 


Words, of humane and of late Inſtitution; which 
we can have nothing more to do with, but only 
to reconcile them with Scripture, as well as we 
can; or if we cannot, then to reje& them. It 
can be of no Uſe therefore to debate, what 
or may not poſſibly be the Signification of ſuch 
Words, till a Man has firſt founded his Faith 
upon the Words of Scripture. 

Naw the Scripture lays for a Foundation, that 
there is one God, the Harùp r4yroy ; and one 
Lord, who is the Son of God, or of that are 
wdrroy : ; and that Son of God was Incarnate, and 
died for our Sins, and! is to be the Judge of Quick 

and Dead. 

This (I think) is pranted on- an Hands. Now 
he that will enlarge this Faith, muſt produce as 

lain Fexts for ſuch enlargements, or ſhew at 
leaſt, that they neceſſarily follow from certain 
Texts, by ſuch conſequence as cannot be denied, 
and not upon ſuch conſequence asis built on any 
Hypotheſis, Now ſince the Difference between 
us is only, that yoy think more is taught in Scri- 
Bente than I can find there; it 0 incumbent up- 
n yox, to produce ſuch Texts, as prove more 
— I acknowledge, and that by ſach neceſſary 
conſequence, as I cannot ſhew to be inconcluſive : 
when this is done, you have convicted me. TH 
this is done, no other Authority is of any other 
. only to require us to examine it by 


and reconcile it with it, if we can. 
1am, Sir, your Affectionate Friend, 

— th Clarke 

Let- 


(5) 
Letter IL 


To the Reverend Dr. Clarke | 


Reverend Sir, Dec. 7. 1714. 


Had not propos d a Debate about what you 
I call unſcriptural Words of humane and of late In- 
itution, if (1.) I had not fully believed, that 
though the Syllables and Letters are of humane - 
Inſtitution, yet the Senſe meant thereby is of di- 
vine Revelation; the Words being part of thoſe 
Creeds which you and I have often declared, 
ought throughly to be received and believed; for they 
may be proved. by moſt certain Warrants of Hol 
Scripture, in the 8th of the XXXIX Articles 3 and 
if (2.) you had not thought fit to- inſiſt upon 
your Senſe of theſe Words in a Paper intended 
for the Biſhops, now publiſhed (I preſume) by 
your allowance; though you knew that your 
Readers had an Anſwer ready in their Minds 
which you were not pleaſed to make any Reply 
to, But ſeeing you declare againſt any farther 
Debate about them, it is not fit for me, at ſo 
great a Diſtance from you, to ſay any more a- 
bout them. 
I agree with you in what you ſay, “ The Scri- 
te pture lays for a Foundation, that there is one G. 
| and that the Son of God was incarnate, and died 
| 4e for our Sins,” but if this Son of God be only 2 
| dependent Being, derived from another Being by 
the Arbitrary Will of Him that produced Him 
then how He by his Dying for us ſhould purchaſo 
#5, Act. xx. 28. or an Inheritance for: us, Eph. 3, 
14. I cannot underſtand. For {ch 4 derived de- 
pendent Being muſt owe it /elf, and all Hin 
from whom He has his Being; and ſo Would 
e bave nothing of bis ow: ] rewith to purchaſe 
- us, or an Inheritance for vs. $: 4 


. 


* 
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I do not pretend to enlarge this Faith, as you 
expreſs it, but only to explain it; ſo that the 
Scriptures which ſpeak of it may appear every 
way conſiſtent with themſelves. I repeat your 
Words again: © The Scripture lays for a Founda- 
„ tion, that there is one 60d“ Deut. vi. 4. 
one Fehovah, which Word ſignifies (not Monar- 
chy or Dominion, but) Eſſence or Being ; and 
that there is none beſides Him, lite Him, with 
Him, or after Him; and yet that there are 
Three Perſons, to whom the abſolute Attributes of 
this Jehovah, or Divine Eſſence, are allowed to 
be aſcribed, which Jehovah therefore is One God 
in Perſons Three. | | | 

But though you ſhould ſtill think, that the 
Terms in the Athanaſian and Nicene Creeds are 
unſcriptural Words, & c. which are mention'd un- 
der the two firſt Heads of my laſt Letter; yet 
the very Words, that my third Head relates to, 
can by no means be thought to be unſcriptural, of 
humane and of late Inſtitution : The Paſſages of our 
Liturgy contained in your Ch. I. of Part III. are 
undoubtedly ſcriptural, and ſo acknowledg'd on 
both ſides. Now it was on account of theſe 
Paſſages that you drew up that great Charge a- 
aloft us, in your Introduction, p. xxv. that we 
muſk offer violence to them, to make them conſiſtent 
with our Doctrine. This Charge Il thought my 
ſelf bound to difown; and accordingly I did 
my ſelf the Honour to write to you many Months 
ago, to ſhew you how thoſe Paſſages are altoge- 
ther conſiſtent with our Doctrine, and that we can- 
not make our Prayers without them. We ad- 
dreſs our ſelves to God the Father, partly as the 
Deity, abſolutely conſidered, is called by that 
Name: Thus the Samaritan Woman muſt be al- 
lowed to underſtand our Saviour, Joh. iv, 23, 24- 
unleſ$Fou think that the Samaritans believ'd the 
Trinity; and thus God is, as you well ſay, 


Ry | a- 


(7) 
Haro merror 3 as the Heathens profeſs'd, 7 f 
PY oh rp, Act. xvii. 28. But chiefly we ap- 
proach Him as the God and Father of our Lord Je- 
ſus Chriſt, (the Son of God incarnate and ing for 
vs) and in and through Him our God, and our 
reconciled Father. 'This belongs tothe "x7 | 
Oeconomy, founded upon an expreſs Revelatio 
that the Word was male Fleſh; the Son of God 
had voluntarily taken upon Him the Office of a 
Mediator, and made Himſelf ſubject and Jubordi- 
nate to the Father, ſor the carrying on this gra- 
cious Deſign. This is our Doctrine, to which 
theſe Paſſages of the: Liturgy cited in your Ch. I. do 
belong. 'Fhere is no need of reconciling them to 
our Doctrine, much leſs of uſing violence to do it; 
for nothing can more exactly harmonize or agree. 
This had been plainly laid before you; yet 
were you pleaſed to draw up the ſame Charge 
again, in your Paper intended for my Lords the 
Biſhops, without making any Reply. to our Ant 
—* Which was the thing complained of in my 
laſt. | | eren e 101 
This therefore relating only to ſcripture Terms, 
if you think fit that I ſhould repeat, and enlarge 
my Anſwer to the Charge you bring, againſt us, 
in order to your Reply, you need only make the 
Promiſe mentioned in my laſt, to, | 


Reverend Sir, 
Your very humble Servant, 


— _—_— 


(3), 
1 Dr Clarke's Anſwer ito the IId Letter. 


— ö 9 Deci 10. 1714. 


Aving a great Eſteem of yonr Integrity and 
Goodneſs, 1 ſhould be very glad we could 
underſtand each other. But I ſee no poſſibility 
of that, unleſs the Terms, which are the Subject 


of the Queſtion, be agreed upon. By the Word 


GOD, when uſed abſolutely, I mean that ſapreme 
intelligent Agent which governs all things; and the 
Words Intelligent Agent are the Definition of a 
Perſon. Your concluſion therefore, (if meant li- 
terally) one God IN Perſons three, is a Language 
of which I-underſtand not the Terms. One In- 
telligent Agent in Three intelligent Agents, Or three 
intelligent Agents in one intelligent Agent, are En- 
gliſh Words, but have no Engliſh ſignification. 
I ſuppoſe you mean Three intelligent Agents in 
ane common Subſtance. But then this Queſtion 
for ever remains; Are not Threg SUPREME 
intelligent Agents Three Gods ? and equally ſo, 
whatever be or be not ſuppoſed to be their 
Subſtance or Subſtances? Conſider that Queſtion 


ſeriouſly. The Scripture Notion of the ſu-fj 


preme God is 6 Haren drop; which Word ſig- 
nifies One Supreme Intelligent Agent governing all 
things; and intelligent Agent is (as I ſaid be- 
fore) Perſon. No other Perſon is in Scrt- 
pture Nayroxgdrop, Aud yet, if ever that Title 
had been given to the Angel of the Covenant 
how could it have been proved not to have 
been given Him, as the Repreſentative of the 


Father, as He in whom Fehovah's Name or 


Authority was? Till the Meaning of Words 
be agreed on, there is no poſſibility we ſhoul 
underſtand each other. 


I am, Sir, your affeftionate Friend, 


-& 6 


. . 
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. Letter III. 
| + To the Reverend Dr. Clarke. 


Reverend Sir, Dec. 14. 1714. 
Am not able to underſtand your laſt, ei- 

ther as to the Force of your Arguing, or 
your Deſign thereby. You ſay, © By the Word 
© God, when underſtood abſolutely, you un- 
c derſtand that ſupreme intelligent Agent which 
e governs all things; and the Words intelligent 
Agent are the Definition of a Perſon; and 
&« therefore you think One God in Perſons 
& Three is the ſame with one intelligent Agent 
% in three intelligent Agents.” Now you well 
know, that by the Word God, we mean the 
Divine Eſſence or Subſtance. Fehovah ſignifies 
the Eſſence of God, (I ſaid ſo in my laſt, you 
do not deny it, and fo I forbear proving it) Se. 
in the New Teſtament, is the Tranſlation of 
Jehovah, Joh. vi. 45- They ſhall be all taught of 
GOD, which is the Verſion of Fehovah in 1/a. 
liv. 13. So Rom. iv. 3. Abraham believed God, 
as Jehovah in Gen. xv. 6. is tranſlated, Can 
you then poſſibly think, that 4 ſupreme intelli- 
gent Agent, which governs the World, is a Defi- 
nition of the Eſſence of Gd? So far is it from 
it, that He actually was the ſame God before 
ever there was a World made for Him to go- 
vern; and ſo might for ever have been the 
ſame divine 1 gd which He is, tho' He had 
never been the ſupreme Agent that governs the 


World, Supreme is a relative Term, and im- 
plies ſubordinate. And Supremacy ariſeth from 
a Right of Dominion over the Subordinate ,, which 
Right of Dominion, with reſpect to . A 
tes. Ults 


{ 10 ) 


| ſults from his having created all Things by his 


Will and Pleaſure. And the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, having, the ſame Right of Dominion 
over the ſame Subjects, are not three SU- 
PREMES, but one Supreme. Which ſapre- 
macy relating only to a World made by his 


arbitrary Agency, does not neceſſarily belong to 


the Eſſence of God, and ſo cannot ſo much as 
enter into the Definition of it. Alas! Sir, 

fear the Humane Underſtanding is not cap#- 
ble of Defining the Divine Eſſence. God (I 
doubt not) can define his own Eſſence, but 
He has not given to us any adequate Ideas of 
the manner of his Exiſtence: ſure we are, 
that He doth not exiſt after the manner that 
created Beings do, When once you define the 
Divine Eſſence, ſo as to take into the Defini- 
tion all that belongs to his eſſential Perfetti- 
ons, then will I alſo define the Three that ſub- 
ſi in that Eſſence, and give them ſuch a Name 
as ſhall univocally agree to them; which we 
readily acknowledge that the Name of Perſon 
does not. Till then, you well know that 
we uſe the Word in an Analogical Senſe: 
Amongſt us Men, Perſonalitas eſt Jhinftis uni- 
us ab omnibus aliis in eadem naturd ſpecifica 3 
and he that is ſo diſtinguiſhed, is called 4 Per- 
fon. Now finding in Scriptute that there is 
a real Diſtinction gf Three in the ſingular E/- 


ſence of God, we have no better Name to cal 


that 4iſtinct ion by, than that of Perſonality ;, an 
the Three fo diſtinguiſhed, we call Perſons, be- 
cauſe of the remote Analogy that this ineffable 
diſtinction, in the individual Eſſence of God, has to 
the common Diſtinction in the ſpecific Natures 
of the Creatures. In like manner, the Schools 
uſe the Word Mode, and the Three Perſons 
are called by them Tres modi ſubſiſtendi : not 
as it the Word Made ſignified a. 
| ame 


—— 
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ſame thing as it does when uſed of created 
Subſtances — we abhor ſuch a Thought; but 
we uſe the Word axalogically. Officium & uſus 
modi eſt, non componere ſed diſtinguere : ſic etiam 
modus ſubſiſtendi in Deo. non componit ſed di- 
ſtinguit unam divinam Perſonam ab alia. So it 
is modus eminentialis, there being aliquid: reale 
peſitivum that does eminently diſtinguiſh each 
one of the Three from the other Two, in an 
infinitely more perfect manner, than any 
Modes can diſtinguiſn in a created Being; a 
permanent and unchangeable Property, where- 
by one Perſon is diſt inguiſned from the other 
Perſons, and that really 4b eterno in æternum. 
Thus have I explained the Terms we uſe, and 
in what Senſe we uſe them: And when you 
argue againſt us, by putting another Senſe up- 
on the Terms, that you know we do not take 
them in, it is then your Fault; which you 
continue in, on purpoſe that you might make 
Being and Perſon to ſigniſie the ſame thing; 
and to hinder your ſelf from underſtanding, 
one God in Perſons Three; and that the Al- 
mighty God 5 Tlayrozgdrwp is not one Perſon, but 
Three Perſons in one Subſtance. 

And after all, as I cannot ſee the force of 
your Arguing, ſo neither the deſign of it. For, 
Dear Sir, what is all this to the purpoſe of 
my laſt Letter? 1 offer'd to ſhew, that we 
were not guilty of an heinous Charge, that 
you had brought againſt us, viz. that we made 
our Prayers in ſuch Words as were coatrary 
to our Belief of ne God in Perſons Three. This 
yon had cbarg'd us with formerly, which l had 
\ Anſwered to. You repeated your Charge in 
your Paper intended for the Biſhops, without 
Replying to our Anſwer. This I complained 
of in my laſt, and you neither offer to main- 
tain the Charge, nor to recal it. 

Thus 


* 
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Thus have you rejected the Methods I pro- 
my for the finding out the Truth, which we 
oth profeſs to be ſincerely ſeeking after: 
But I muſt own, you have hinted a better 


Method than any of them, which I began with 


upon the firſt Reading your Book; and ſhall 
now readily return to, upon the Encourage- 
ment given me by a Paſlage in yours of the 
6th Inſtant 3 where, after you had made men- 
tion of the Foundation, that there is one God, 
and that the Son of God was Incarnate, &c. 
you have theſe Words.“ The difference be- 
© tween us is this, that POU ['directing your 
« Words to me? think moze 5s taught in Scri- 
© pture than J can find there. It is incumbent 
& upon pull to produce ſuch Texts, as prove moe 
© than J acknowledge, and that by ſuch neceſ- 
ce ſary Conſequence, as J cannot ſhew to be in- 
& concluſive: When this is done, you have con- 
© victed me. This is great Encouragement, 
and, by the Grace of God, I will attempr it. 
That which is more than you acknowledge is, 
that the Son of God is of one Subſtance or one 
Eſſence (taking the Words ſtrictly and properly) 
with the Father. This you ſay in your Scri- 
pture Doctrine, P. 465. cannot be true. You have 
advanc'd a Doctrine contradictory to it. I 
hope to ſhew you plain Texts of Scripture to 
overthrow your Doctrine, and by conſequence 
to eſtabliſh our own. That which you have 
been pleaſed to take upon you is, to ſhew 


that the Argument which I ſhall bring from theſe 


Texts 1s inconcluſive. 


And I ſhall only premiſe one thing, and 


crave leave to refer to it afterwards by the 
Name of the Preliminary Poſtulatum : That we 
muſt Reaſon from the. Scripture Revelation, 
which is intelligible, and intended for us to 
ſearch into, and to fizd out the Meaning of; 
| and 
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and not from the merapbyſical Eſſence of God, 
conſidered. in it ſelf, which is incomprehenſible, 


and Which we cannot | ſearch into, or find ont. 


You your. ſelf own, that no ſtreſs..is to be 


laid upon N deduced from the ſuppoſed 


Eſſence of God, S. IV. p. 243. Indeed we know 
little of the Eſſences or Natures of even crea- 
ted Beings. There is a poor Stone, [the Mag- 
net] that were we, to make our Reaſonings 
directly from the Nature of it, and knew no 
more, .,we ſhould think it abſolutely impoſ- 
ſible, that, it ſhould have the Properties, that 
now we otherways know that 'it hath, We 
know yet leſs of the Natures of created Spi- 
rits.. But how vaſtly more is the infinite Na- 
ture and Eſſence of GOD, inſcrutable by natu- 
ral Light or Reaſon ? So that we can never 
argue What may be, or may not be, in ſuch 
an ay" pers Nature, any otherwiſe 
than by the Scripture - Revelation. Let this be, 
as I iid, our Preliminary 1 
And now I proceed to ſet down your Do- 
Frine,, which I am to argue againſt, as I find 
it in your Book, calld, The Scripthre Do- 
Arint.——ViZ. That there is another Divine Bes 
ing beine the ſupreme independent Being, 
and diſtin& from, Him, yet with Him, like 
Him, and , after Him, both with reſpect to 
Nature and Worſhip. | 
| You deſcribe the Son of God, i 
1. As a Divine Being, to whom belongs 
©t67ng, p. 442+ and the higheſt Titles are aſcri- 
bed; even ſuch as include all. Divine Powers, 
except abſolute Supremacy and Independency, 
p. 298. yet another diſtinct Being beſides the 
independent Being, p. 298, 270. The Father as 
lone being the one Eternal God, p. 455, 429. 
2. Though He be of a diſtindt Eſſence from 
this one Eternal * was He with Him 
; 114, 


(14.)+ 
in all his glorious Operations, p. 367. He do- 
ing all by Him, p. 4 

3. And therefore He is ſo like this inde- 


pendent Being, in the higbeſt Titles and A.- 


tributes, as to be compared with Him in all 
things, except abſolute Supremacy and Inde- 
pendency, p. 228. e 
4. And yet He is after Him. 
1. With reſpect to Nature and Eſſence, which 
He derives from the independent Being, 
vix. the one eternal God, as the ſupreme 
Cauſe, p. 270. and which is therefore ſub- 
ordinate to, and depending upon that ſu- 
preme Being, p. 29898. 2 
2. With reſpe& to Worſhip, which is, I. of 
another Kind and Manner, and upon ano- 
ther Account than that which is paid to 
the Eternal God, p. 415- viz. upon the 


Account of Ations and Attributes relative 


to us, p. 372. And which alſo, 2. was 

not given Him from the Beginning, nor 

till after the Accompliſhment of His Hu- 

miliation, p. 3688. „ 

Now my Seripture- Argument againſt this Do- 
crine is: That the One Eternal Almighty 
GOD «© narrexęd rop declares, and the Writers 
inſpired by Him declare, that there is no o- 
ther diſtin& Being, beſides, with, like, or after 
Him, ' to whom Pc divine Powers, Attri- 
butes or Titles belong; or to whom ſuch 
divine Worſhip is at any time to be given. 
And by conſequence, - that the Son of God, to 
whom osiris and divine Attributes and Wor- 
ſhip do belong, is not a diſtin Being from 
the one Eternal God; but à diſtin Perſon from 
the Father and the Holy Ghoſt in one and the 
ſame Eternal Eſence. The one Eternal God 
being not one Perſon, but Three Perſons in out 
Subſtance or Eſſence. 2 
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I ſhall produce my Proof under three Heads, 
and ſet down the Anſwers you have already 
return'd, and the Replies that I have formerly 
made, that you may ſhew (which I humbly 
conceive -is not - yet done) that my Argu- 
ment is inconcluſive. © ER 51 
I. The Texts that declare that there is no 
other diſtinctt Divine Being befides the ſupreme 
eternal God, wich Him, like Him, or after 

Him. N * 1 
That there is none beſides Him: | 
Iſa. XLIV. 6.— And beſides me there is no God. 
v. 8.— Is there any God beſides me? yea, 

there is no God; I know not any. 
Iſa. XLV. 5. I am the Lord, and there is none 
elſe; there is no God beſides me. v. 18. 1 
am the Lord, and there is none elſe. V. 22. 
I am God, and there is none elſe. . 
That there is none /ike Him. The Son is 
indeed the expreſs Imgge of His Father's Per- 


fon inn the ſame Eſſence, "and ſo equal with the 


Father: but with reſpe& to any other diſtinct 

Being, it is ſaid thus: 

Iſa. XL. 25. To whom then will you liken me, 
or ſhall I be equal? faith the Holy One. 


| Ifa. XLVI. 5. To whom will you liken me, and 


make me equal, and compare me, that we may 

be like? v. 9. J am God, and there is none 

elſe; TamGad, and there is none like me. 

That there is none with Him. The Perſon 
of the Son is indeed with the Perſon of the 
Father, in all his glorious Operations, Prov. viii. 
30. becauſe in Him, Joh. xiv. 10. or with Him 
in the ſame Divine Eſſence, Joh. i. 1. But with 
reſpect to any other Being, He faith: 

Deut. XXXII. 39. I, even I am He, and there 
is no God with me. 
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That there is none after Him; 
Iſa. XLIII. xo. Before me there mas na"; God 
| formed, neither ſhall there- be any after. me. 

I ſhall, ſet down your former Auſwer in 
your own. Wards. © The. Texts are plainly 
« ſpoken of the one God; you. infer, that 
„the Son, is therefore that ſame God. I 
« anſwer: If that be properly true, it will 


. follow, that the Son is the Father; other- 


© wiſe He will not be (properly and ſtrictly 
“ ſpeaking). that God which is the Father. 
For the only Signification of the one God, 
* when uſed. abſolutely, is He [or that Per- 
* ſon] which is ſupreme, over all. The Son 


© is not another God, (which He myſt needs 


<« be, if He were co-ordinate and equal, ei- 
ther in a lite, or in the ſame Nature or 


Eſſence, for two - ſupreme Perſons are two 
Gods, ) but He is a. Perſon who is God by 


e communication of Se Divine Power and 
* Authority, and ineffable Attributes from 
Fo the Father.“ | * 
To this ] fent you formerly this Reply. 
Dr. CI- begins thus: © The Texts are plain- 
F* ly ſpoken of the One God, you infer that the 
“Son is therefore that (ame God.“ 1 Reply. 


1. This doth not ſeem to be the Inference 


immediately intended from theſe Texts, but 
rather this; That ſeeing it is granted on 
bath fides, that the Texts are ſpoken of the 
one God, that there is none beſides Him, with 
Him, lite Him, Cc. therefore there are no o- 
ther derived and dependent Beings, to whom 
the Divine Power and other ineffable Attributes 
do belong; and by conſequence it is indeed in- 
ferr'd, that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are the 
ſame Jehovah, or one divine Being with the Fa- 
ther; or elle they are by theſe Texts exclu- 
ded from all communication of Oelbrus, Or di- 

vine 
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vine Attributes. 2. If the immediate Inſe- 
rence from theſe Texts were, that the Son is 
therefore the (ame God, the Texts in ſeveral 
Inſtances would fully come up to the Proof 
of it. When we find that the one God faith, 
Iſa. xliv. 6. I am the firſt, and I am the laſt, 
and beſides me there is no God. And when we 
ſee it is the Son that ſaith, 1 am the firſt, and 
I am the laſt, Rev. i. 8, 11, 17. we conclude, 
that the Sen is the ſame God, beſides whom 
there is. no God. So in Ja. xlv. 22, 23. The 
ong God ſaith, I am God, and there is none elſe ; 
I have ſmorn by my ſelf, that unto me every Knee 
ſhall bow. Now that it is the Son that ſo ſwears 
by Himſelf, is plain from Rom. xiv. 10, 11, 
We muſt all ſtand before the Judgment Seat of 
CHRIST, for it it written, As I live ſaith the 
Lord, every Knee ſhall bow to me. For if God 
the Father had ſaid, in excluſion of the Son, 
that He was God, and there is none elſe, and 
that every Knee ſhould bem to Him; it had been 
ſo far from being a Proof, that we ſhould 
ſtand and bow before the Judgment Seat of 
CHRIST, that it would have proved the con- 
trary: But if it be the Lord CHRIST that 
ſaith, Every Knee ſhall bow to me; then is-He 
the ſame God that ſaith, / am God, and there 
15 none elſe. | 

When therefore Dr. C!/-— argues againſt 
this, after this manner: „“ The Son muſt needs 
« be another God if He be equal with the Fa- 
ether in the ſame Nature, or Eſſence, for two ſu- 
© preme Perſons are two Gods,” This way of 
Arguing is contrary to our Preliminary Poſtula- 
tum, for it is arguing not from Scripture Re- 
velation, but from the divine Nature or Eſſence. 
conſidered in it ſelf, which is incomprehenſible, 
unſearchable, paſt finding out by our Reaſon. 
How knows he what muff needs be, or what 
cannot 


* * 
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cannot be, in an Eſſence which he cannot un- 
derſtand ? There may be in the Divine Bf- 
ſence, Alius & Alins, and yet not Aliud &. 
Aliud, for ought he or any Man knows: for 
humane Reaſon cannot comprehend this infi- 
nite Eſſence; and therefore it ad mits not of 
any arguing about it from meer. natural Light; 
Reaſon, or Philoſophy. : 4991 
This was my former Reply; from which 
it appears, that you have not yet ſhewed my 
Argument from theſe Texts to be inconcluſive; 
for you have not meddled with the medum 
that I uſed, which was, that theſe Texts ex- 


clude all other Beings, beſides the ſupreme in- 


dependent Being, from any. communication of 
Oebrus; and by conſequence, that the Sor (to 
whom, beyond all doubt, ery is communi- 
cated, Col. ii. 9.) is of the [ame Eſſence with 
the Father, and not another Being: It being 
the Perfection of the one God, that He is not 
one Perſon, but three Perſons in one Subſtance or 
Eſſencte. | HEB aut 
II. Texts4that prove that the higheſt Titles 
and Divine Attributes are ſo appropriated to 
the one Eternal God, as to exclude all other 
Beings from any communication therein. 

Some of theſe mention his abſolute Titles 


and Attributes. | 


2 Kings. XIX. 19. Thou art the Lord God, 
even Thou only. | 
Neh. IX. 6. Thon, even Thou, art Lord alone. 
Pſal. LXXXIII. 18. Thou, whoſe Name alone 
is Fehovah. 'Y 
——£< LXXXVI. 10. Thou art Great, &c. Thou 
art Gd alone. | 
Zech. XIV. 9. In that Day ſhall there be one Lord, 
and his Name one. 
i: XIE 4. 7 7 the Lord, the firſt, and 
with the laſt, I am He, 7 
* Ia. 
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Iſa. XLIV. 6. am the. firſt, and I um the 
Ma. - and beſides me there is no God. So 
Chap. xIvtii..12. 
i Kings VIII. 39. Thou, even Thou only know-- 
"ft the Hearts of the Children of Men. 
Some mention Titles and Attributes relative 
FO. HJ. | | | | 
Joel II. 27. IJ am the Lord thy God, and 
none elſe. | Ne Bae 
Iſa. XLIV. 24. I am the Lord that maketh 
all Things, that ſtreteheth forth the Hea- 
vent alone, and ſpreadeth abroad the Earth 


© by my ſelf. | 2 
jor” IX. 8. Which alone ſpreadeth out the 
Heavens, and treadeth | upon the Waves of 
the Sea. 9 | 
Iſa. XLV..6, 7. 1 am the Lord, and there is 
none elſe; I form the Light, and create 
Darkneſs. I make Peace, and create Evil. 
I the Lord do all theſe things. 
Deut. III. 24 For what God is there in Hea- 
. ven, or in Earth, that can do according to 
% Works, and according to thy Might ?: 
+ Holea XIE 4. J am the Lord thy God from 
— the Land of Egypt, and thou ſhalt have 
S's but me; for there in no Saviour 
\ .., VENAE ME. Ch 
Iſa. XLII. 11. 7, even I am the Lord and 
beſide me- there is no Saviour, OED 
—— XLV. 21. There is no God gle beſide 
me, 4 juſt God, and a Saviour, there is 


none beſide me. Ver. 22. Loa unto me, 
And be ye ſaved, all the Ends. of the Earth, 
for I am God, and there is nene elſe. 
Deut. XXXII. 39. 1 am, He, and there is 
no God with me. I fill, and 1 male 4. 


' 
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Your former Anſwer to theſe Texts was in 
the Words following:“ The Texts contain ma- 
« ny Attributes of the Father, which. are al- 
« ſo indeed aſcribed to the Son, but never 
« in the ſame ſupreme Senſe, and, I think, 
« hardly ever without a manifeſt and expreſs 
c Diſtinction in the Text it ſelf. If they were 
„ ſo aſcribed to the Son, as to the Father, it 

c would of neceflity infer, either an equality 
ce of the Subjects that are ſpoken of, which 
«js two Gods; or elſe that they are ſpoken 
&« of one and the ſame individual Subject; 
c whence it would follow, that (the Father 
de being that whole Subject) the Son were no- 
ce thing elſe but the Father Himſelf.“ 

My former Reply to this Anſwer was as 
follows : | | | 
Dr. Cl.-—in his Anſwers to theſe Texts 
faith: That “ when many Attributes of the Fa- 
* ther are aſcribed to the Son, it is never done 
© in the ſupreme Senſe, hardly (as he thinks) 
4 without a manifeſt and expreſs diſtinction in the 
« Text it ſelf.” To which I Reply. 1. That 
this Anſwer does not directly come up to the 
Deſign of quoting theſe Texts, which was, 


this, that ſeeing the one God did appropriate 


ſuch Titles and Attributes to Himſelf, there- 
fore they were not communicated to any o- 
ther Being. e. g. The one God faith, that His 
Name dne is Jehovas: That He only knows 
the Hearts of the Children of Men; fo that ei- 
ther the Sen and Spirit are the ſame one God, 
or ' elſe they are excluded from the Title 
of Fehovab, by Pſal. LXXXIII 18. and from the 
Attribute of Omniſtience, by 1 Kings VIII. 39. 
and ſo of the reſt. 2. That in many Texts 
where theſe Titles and Attributes are given 
to the Son, there is no Diſtinction, much leſs 
any manifeſt and expreſs Diſtinction, ben 

they 


my / (My - 

they ſhould appear not to be given to Him 
in the moſt. . Senſe. This is evident by 
comparing I. xliv. 6. with Rev. i. 8, 11, 17. 
mention” fore; and by comparing 1 Kings 
viii. 29. of His only knowing Hearts, with Rev. 
ii. 23. where the Son ſaith— and all the Churches 


ſhall know that I am He which ſearcheth the Reins and 


the Heart; and in many other Inſtances. Dr. 
Cl-— further ſaith, That ©« if the Titles and 
« Attributes were ſpoken of one and the ſame In- 
te dividual. Subject, it would follow, (the Father 
« being that whole Subjeft) the Son were nothing 
& elſe but the Father Himſelf.” To which 
Reply: Ut Perſona diſtinguitur ab eſſentid, fic 
proprietates Perſonales diſtinguuntur ab eſſentialibus, 
The perſonal Property of” the Father, [quate- 
nus Father, ] is to beget the Son; and if this 
were aſcribed to the Son, it would follow, - 
that the Son is the Father; but the Titles and 
Attributes mentioned in theſe Texts are eſſen- 
tial, belonging to the Deity or Divine Eſſence, 
[and ſo ſay we, To Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, ] and to ſay, that if the Father and the 
Son. have the ſame individual Eſſence, then the 
Son is the Father, is a Way of arguing con- 
trary to our Preliminary Poſtulatum, viz. a Rea» 
oni about an e Nelke, 
which our Underſtandings cannot reach. Cre- 
us unam eandemq; perſonarum licet plurium, 
jr — ſubſtantiam ſeu eſſentiam. Pater totam 
eſſentiam divinam poſſidet, totam tamen & Fili- 
us, totam & Spiritus S. Whether this be ſo 
or no, we mult argue from Scripture, (which 
is deſign'd for our ens nr and not 
from the Divine Eſſence, conſidered ia it ſelf, 
which no Humane Underſtanding can ſearch 
Into. 

This I Reply'd formerly; and I muſt ob- 


ſerve to you, that you have not yet ſhew'd - 
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Argument from theſe Texts. to 8 
that the 1 nt Being, by appro] | 


theſe Titles and theſe Per fections to 
has utterly ectnded all derived and depe 


Went Be. 
ings from aſfhj theſe Title Tad Ra theſe” 
pg ak then i lt follow, oy ei- 
* theſe” Titles and Perſections . por. 
ſcribed * the Son in Any, ſtrict or 
80 fe, or elſe that the Son „ as we bellebe, 
of one and, the ame Eſſeuet With the Father 
and, the Holy Ghoſt : nd the one God there- | 
fore, is not one. Perſon, bus Three Perſons in oue 
Subſtance or "Eſſence. \ | 
III. Texts that prove. that Adergian and. 
Divine Wake is fo appropriated to the one 
independent 1 , that it cannot. be copmmuni- 
cated to any git & Being whatſoever. . | 
Exod. XX. 3. Thou foals haue no other Gods 
| l 1 4 8 
Deut Fear 0 rael, t our 
God 1s 9 re rd. p el. e 


Mark XII. Aud Teſus ered, 
The firſt 2 "al rubs LO apathy 


0 4h, the Lord our God is one Lord; 
and thou hb alt love the Lord thy God, &c. 
And the Seribe anſwered, Well Maſter: thou. 
Ihaſt ſaid the, Truth: for there is one Bod, 
and there is none other but He, &c. And 
rays Feſus ſaw that . he anſwered. 28 
oy 
16, XIIII. 8. am the = that. 15. my 


Nt 4 and my Glory will I not give to 4 
not 


—— XIV. 2 22, 23. 7. am Ged, and there is 
none elſe; I have ſmorn by my ſelf, the 
Word is gone out of wy. Month in, Rig bie- 
ouſneſs, and ſhall not return, that unto me e- 


very Knee ſhall Bom, and every dun Jhal 
Swe ar. 
' att: 
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Matt: 10." . . writtth , ein Deur. 
I . according rr .I felt, 
ere "the Lora thy Anm, only 
eee OX B55 
57 which Werds, He * 1 the 
pl 


rempter, that He wb au inipro 
f Werlhip, as being dh rit; but, 
hat there wi no other Being t was the 
Objsct/ of that Worte e i cr , but, 
he de God alone. matk-, 
— becauſe N — 95 — this Wor 
Ar 0 
dr Lenses to Mm, as 2 Lat by *t 
_ REGRET Div. 6, 7. M, this Yong 
7 io Tee, "the "Glory tf" them,” 
— elfvered untu ne, and. i Whanſorvdr l 


* I gie nu; if thow therefort* "wilt Rr he | 


{be thine.” Now by the, befo 

10 wer do this Fepiptation, 'our Lord 'ſtiews 
hat nd ber Bei Aare to de worſhipped, but 
he meſt high ; all dependevie Beings are 
xcluded from that Honour; Tant if the Son he 
ot wien the Father and the He * 

ne independent Bring, the Worſhip 

im by the Chriſtian Church denke! ſs 
loing Service to one that by Nature i uo God. 


To theſe Texts yen anfweret!© as. Wel- 


ows: * anſwer: That the Adoration or Wor- 
ſuip of the Father is indeed incommunica- 
© ble, and can no more be given to the Son, 
* than, on the contrary, the Worſhip of the 
* Mediator or Interceſſor, can (without the 
« greateſt Abſurdity) be given to the Father. 
: * Glory to Him that ſitteth upon the Throne, ſu- 
* preme over all, who created all Things (accord- 
ing to his own Will) by his Son. This Wor- 
* ſhip cannot be paid to the Son. On the 
other fide, Glory to the Lamb who redeemed us 
a - With big Blood. ThiWWorkſhip cannot be paid to 
E 2 the 
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« the Father. Both... ſortsx of W are 
by Religious, oth 28228 (Jaun ſenſu) e 
«. Divine, hut ſtill they are; really as diſtinct 
«from each other, as the civit\ Worſhip! — 4 
to a on the Throne, is different 
&. the 0 orſhip paid to his only lids 
« Heir, how, He intruſts with the Govern- 
*. ment. 11 > be. aw Off / 41909031 !! 
The: Jorg in our Sayiour's Anſwer to 
ee the Devi „do not ſuppoſe inferior Worſhip-to 

** acroach ang t the ſuprems Wor ſhip; of Gd: For 


& how can, inferior Worlbip be 2 Part of 


& what is due to the anne bus the 
4 vil claimed inferior Worſhip (though, L think, 
<«. abſolutely, qd. not pretending. it to 1 to 
te the Honour of G * And our Saviour 
60 deny'd. any ſuch to * ve to Him; becauſe 
6 God had got commanded any ane to be 
6.0 worſhjphe d, with ſuch, an inferior or me- 
775 ae. warſhip, bi T% Chitherto]q com- 
& manded that himſe only ſhould be. wor- 
ce. ſhj ped; et. it doth not from hence at all 
4. ed that when God had really given ;al 
« . Power 14. | Heaven. and Earth to a Mediator, 


. it ſhould then be unlawful to Worſhip Him, 

* who was ſo exalted, and whoſe, Worſhip 
does not. at all interfere with the Worſhip 
© of the Arien God. The Idolatry of the 
& Church Rome is not (as many weakly 
7 imagine) Idolatry againſt God, (for pray: 

& ing to-Saints, to intercede for us, is not the 
*© Worſhip, of God ;) but tis Idolatry againſt 
« Chriſt, Tis ſetting- up not an Idel God, 
« but an J1dol-Mediator. So St. Paul calls 
& Angel Worſhip, 4 mu holding the. Head, 
= -= is Chriſt.” 

My former Reply to your Anſwer was ii 
theſis Words; Dr. CI. faith, “ The Adorati 
* oz or Worſrip of ths Liber is indeed incom 

* municable, 


. ac. ax. qc xa< 
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re <« municable; and can no more be given to the 
d cc Som, than the Worſhip of the Mediator can be © 


& « given to the Father. To which I Reply: 1. 


id That we do indeed worſhip the Sen as Medi- 
m "ator, and come to God the Father in his: Name, 
d through his Mediation; but even this Vor- 


n- foipisgiven to Him, upon the Account of his being 
| God as well as Man; and particularly upon the'Ac- 
- gount of his ſupreme Omng/cience, which belongs to 

Im as the one God with the Father and the Hol 
haßt, And therefore we rejet the Popiſh 

» Prayers to the Virgin Mary, and to other 
© Saigts, not only as Idolatry againſt the Me- 

diator, but as Idolatry agaiuſt the ane God, 


4, Or knowledge of Mens Hearts in all 

Places 2. The Son is alſo worſhipped, and 
immediately inyocated in unity with the Fa- 
ther, when there is no expreſs mention of 
his Mediation, as 1 The iii. 11, 12. and 2 
Theſſ. ii. 16, 17. And this Adoration is done 
by Angels, WO have no need of his Media- 

tion: And though they worſhip Him, who is 

the Lamb of God to us, yet not as a Sacri- 
fce for them, but as the One Adorable Be- 
iog, to whom all Worſhip is, appropriated, 
and / becauſe all muſt honour, the Son, as they 
honour the Father, Rev. v. 11, 12. And 
therefore the Worſhip which He challengeth 
is upon this Account, ; becauſe He is God, and 

there is none elſe; in the aforecited I/. xlv. 

22, 23. Which will be eſpecially underſtood, 
when every Knee ſhall bow to Him, in Heaven, 
and Earth, and under the Earth, viz, at the 
Day of Judgment, to which that Text is ap- 
ply'd, Rom. xiv. 10, 11. 

And whereas Dr. - ſeems to think, that 
the one God, who required Himſelf to be on- 
ly worſhipped, Matt. iv. 10. was the Father 

b only, 
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as .an_,uſurping. upon bis Omniſcience aud bi- 
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any, who had [hitherto] commanded-that Him: 
' ſelf anly ſhould be worſbipped, vix. till after the 

Reſutrection of Chrif, when. all Power Was 
to be given. into His Hands. The contraty 

appears, not only from the Commands, Pſaf>" 


Ji. 1, 12. and xlr. 6. (Which made up parrg 


of the conſtant Church Liturgy | before ont 
Eofd's Incarnation) but from the Command 
given to the Angels, „Hleb. i. 6. Men 198 © 
brought his firſt begotten into the Mord, Hb fai 
Letiall the Angels of God worſhip Him; whic 
Worſhip they paid Him upon his firſt comia 
into the World, Lal. ii. 13, 14. By all Whie 
it appears, that the Sen with the Father und 
the Holy Ghoſt, is the one God, and therr 5s 
none klſe that hath ſworn, To me every Kue 
bow. Is there a God beſides me? Þ now 
not any. As [hitherto] He knew of none to 
be worſhipped beſides Himſelf, ſo He knew 
of none to come. Before me there wat no God 
formed, neither after me ſhall be any: but, a; 
it was in the Beginning, is now, and ever- ſh 
be, World without end. Amen. « 043 
I have much more to ſay in Confirmation 
of this plain Seripture- Argument againſt your 
Doctrine of the Trinity; but J forbear, till 
I ſee whether you will ſhew me, that it i; 
inconcluſive. | 49? 20000 
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Receir'd your Letter, in which I ſe. much 
Goodneſs and Honeſty, but the Reaſoning 
1, comprehend. not at all. I fee no help, but 
we muſt of neceſſity part like Men who uns 
derſtand not each other's Language, The Scho- 
laſtic Terms and Maxims you go upon e 
altogether above my. Capacity; and their man- 
ner of Reaſoning ſeems to me as different 
from Reaſoning in any other Science, as 4 


ſixth Senſe in the Body would be different from 


the Five we now have. 

I have no other Notion of God, but his be- 
ing ſupreme Governaur of the Univerſe, and that 
He derived this Power from none, but had it 
eternally of Himſelf, being Self-exiſtent. This 
is the Notion of God by the Light of Nature. 
This God, the Old.Feſtament ſtyles the Crea- 
tor of Heaven and Earth, the God of Abrabam, 
of Iſrael, &e. And the New Teſtament ſtyles 
the ſame. God, The Father of aur Lord Je ſus 
con: Your Texts prove abundantly that- this 
God is but one ; and that there can be no other 
God, no other Ilayroxgdrup beſides Him. But 
then the Goſpel teaches, that as there is one 
God, ſo there is alſo 'one Mediator. And if 
you think the Texts of the Old Teſtament prove 
that mediatorial Worſhip cannot be paid to the 
Mediator, this Argument is not againſt me, but 
againſt Chriſtianity it ſelf. If you ſay, the Me- 
diator is therefore worſhipped, becauſe He is 
one with God, whom He mediates to: I an- 
ſwer, the New Teſtament gives not this Rea- 
ſon for his Worſhip, but quite another Rea- 
ſon; Neither can any Man's+ſaying that avs 
8 are 
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are E make them to be ſo: nor. indeed have 
the Words of that Aſſertion any Signification 
at all, to my Apprehenſion. And how any Man 
can believe or disbelieve He knows not what, 


(or why He ſhould aim at ſo doing, with res. 


gard to Words of mere humane and late Inven- 
tion) I apprehend not, | | fa 

You mention finding in Scripture, individual 
Eſence; and the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 


% having the ſame Right of Dominion, &c. but theſe 


Things are not in any of your Texts, but in the 
School Maxims only. The Words, I and my Fat her 
are Ey one, you will find conſidered in my An- 
{wer to Mr. Nelſon. 11 | 


J am, Sir, 
Your Affeſtionate Friend, 
— 8. C. 


P. S. What you have hinted in ſome of yout 
Letters concerning the Articles and Creeds, 
does not belong to the Science of Divinity, but 
of Law. Do you really think that the firſt Chri- 
ſtians had any thoughts of changing their natu- 
ral Notion of God into a Scholaſtic one, upon 
the Apoſtles preaching to them, the judge of 
Quick and Dead ? 


— 


HUS have I ſet down my plain Scripture- 


; Arg ument 7 Dry. Clarke's Doctrine 4 


the Trinity; and J hope it will appear to ſta 

in its full force, without my making any Reply 
to his laſt Letter. Seeing the Doctor thinks it 
fit that we ſhould part, lile Men that under- 


ſtand not each other's Language, I think it neceſ- 


ſary 
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faty to appeal to the Chriſtian Readef, on 
which fide this confuſion of Language lies; 
whether dn his, who faith, he hay 10 Motion of 
God, but his being ome Governour of the U 
niverſe; as if the World were co-eternal with 
Him: or on our ſide, who believe an infinitely- 
glorious Being or Eſſence, which we call God, 
(abſtractedly from our conſideration of Him, as 


ſupreme  Governour of the Univerſe) exiſting from 


everlaſting," before the Mountains were brought 


forth, or ever He had formed the Earth and the 


World; before any other Beings did exiſt for 
Him to be the ſupreme Oovernour of 
But though Dr. Clarke is pleas'd to reſt the 
Matter here; yet I will not conceal it from 
the Reader, that I have met with three Objecti- 
ons againſt tis Argument, which I ſhall return 


Anſwers to, that it may appear more plain and 


eaſie to be underſtood. 

I. It has been ſaid, that the Texts which 1 
have cited, are deſign'd to exclude the Heather: 
Gods, Idols and Images; and that the univerſal 
Words therein, are to be limited by that de- 
ſign: So that when He faith, there is no G 
beſides Him, and there is none elſe, it means on- 
ly, that the Gods of the Heathen are no Gods, but 
Works of Mens Hands. * 

To which 1 anſwer, that no doubt, the im- 
mediate deſign of many of thoſe Texts, parti- 
cularly in the Prophecy of Iſaiab, is to exclude 
the Heathen Gods,. Idols, and Images; the Con- 
text plainly ſhews it, in what goes before and 
after : But this I take to be ſo far from being 
a Prejudice againſt the Argument, that it is a 
ſtrong Confirmation thereof. For the Texts 
cited are the Divine Reaſoning that God is plea- 
ſed to uſe againſt the Heathen Gods. They had 
Gods many, and Lords many; but, ſaith the Al- 


mighty, none of theſe. are to be Worſnipped; 
F Py becauſe, 
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becauſe, / am God, and there is none beſides me: f 


Ian God, and there is none elſe. This, way 
of Reaſoning is expreſs'd in ſome of the Texts, 
and imply'd in the reſt. - 1 Sam. ii, 2. There it 
none Holy as the Lord, for there is none beſide. 
Him. Hoſ. xiii. 4. 1 am the Lord thy God from 
the Land of Egypt, thou ſhalt have no other God 
but me, log there is no Saviour - beſide m. 
that were there other divine Beings to be Wor- 
ſhipped and Glorify'd, with, or blade the moſt 
High God, this Reaſoning againſt the Heathen 
Gods would loſe its force. But the Manner, 
and ſo the Strength of this Reaſoning, will ap- 
pear 3; in that the Heather Gods were indeed 
Devils, uſurping Spirits, or ſpiritual Wickedneſ- 
ſes in high Places, that ſought to rival the only 
true God. Their Chief is alluded do, for ſaying 
in his Heart, —1 will be like the moſt High, Iſa. 
xiv. 12,.— 14. The Prophetical Song of. Moſes, 
Dent. xxxii. 17. tells us, They Sacrificed to De- 
vils, not to God : to Gods whom they knew not, & g. 
So ſaith the Pſalmiſt, P/al. cvi. 37. Theſe us 
ſurping Spirits reſided in the Idols or Images; 
thence they gave their Anſwers, and receiv'd 
their Worſhip : From this Reſidence in the Ima- 
ges, and by reaſon of the Oracles given forth, 
and the Protection that the People expected from 
them, they laviſh'd Gold out of the Bag to beau- 
tifie theſe Idols, they carried them on their 
Shoulders in ſolemn Proceſſions, or ſet them up in 
their Places, as the ſeveral Parts of the Worſhip 
required. Their Prieſts, call'd Diviners and 
Sootbſayers, continually oppos'd the Miniſters of 
the true God; as Jannes and Jambres withſtood 
Moſes, vying with him, whoſe Miracles were 
the greateſt, thoſe of Fehovah, or thoſe of their 
Gods ; as thePrieſts of Baal undertook to con- 
tend with Elijah, whoſe God ſhould bring down 
Fire from Heaven upon the Sacrifices. T heſc 

were 

* 


* 


. 
were the Rivals of the moſt High, that theſe 
Texts were deſign'd againſt, who pretended to 


"— 
* 


Y IN be like the moſt High, and claimd a Worſhip 

> Wl beſides, or with Him. And how doth the Divine 

is Wiſdom argue againſt: them? He does not di- a 
"" Wh ſtinguiſh of derived Beings, which migbe be 

" Worwmipped by the Children of Men, and which 

„ I night vor. If there had been ſuch a diſtinction, 
the Univerſality of the Expreſſions {there is 

bone beſider me, with me, like me, Or might 

y be limited to one fort or kind of Beings there 

n expreſs'd to be excluded; but the moſt High 


gives not the leaſt intimation (with reſpe& to 
Worſhip) of any difference between Gods of his 
Forming, and Gods of their own making; be- 
tween /raelitiſh God, and Heathen Gods; be- 
tween falſe Gods, and true Gods; there is not 
the leaſt mentiog of any true Gods beſides Jebo- 
va, wo conſtantly declares that there it none | 
elſe. And though we find in other Parts of ho- | 
iy Writ, that the inviſible Principalities and | 
owers are of different Sorts; ſome Holy and 
pure, others Wicked and Unclean; ſome A- 
bove, and ſome Beneath'; yet as to the Matter | 
of their being Divine Beings, and fit Objects of | 
Worthip;"they are all equally excluded by this | 
pr of Reaſoning ; thoſe in Heaven, as well as 
others, P/al. Ixxxix. 6. For who in the Heaven 
can be compared unto the Lord? Who among the > | 
| 
| 
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Sons of the Mighty can be lilened unto the Lord? 
This is farther plain, from the ſame Reaſoning 
that our Saviour uſed in the ſame Caſe. The De- 
vil claim'd this Worſhip, upon the Account of 
an Authority derived or deliver'd to him, and 
which he had long exercis'd in the World; and 
he made his Promiſes large to obtain the Worſhip 
he claimed : How now did our Lord anſwer him ? 
He did not barely deny his claim, by telling him 
that he was an Uſurper, and that no ſuch Au- 
| F 2 thority ® 
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rations that do not directly reſpect the excluding 
the Heathen Idols, but are intended only to en- 
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thorlty was tightly derived to Him, or deliver. 
ed into his Hands; but by telling Him, that 
the moſt High God alone was to be Worſhipped, 
and that no inferior or merely derived Being 
could put in any ſuch claim; fo that Thou ſhalt 
Worſhip the Lord thy God, and Him only ſhalt thou 
ſerve, is juſt the ſame as Fehovah's Words, 7 am 
God, and there ir none beſides me: I am God, and 
there is none elſe. «1g 10% * 
And this may of Reaſoning that God is pleaſed 
to uſe, is the more ſtrong, becauſe' He does 
not ſay, He had not made ' Inows any other Be- 
ings that were fit to be worſhipped: ;* but that 
He himſelf did know of none ſuch, Iſa. xliv. 8. 
I there a God beſide me; yea, there is no' God, I 
Know not any. Yea further, He does not ſay, 
that as: yet [or hitherto] there were no ſuch Be- 
ings as had Titles and Attributes, Power or 
Dominion fit to make them Objects of Worſhip; 
but that there ſhould be none hereaſter, Ha. xl. 
10. Beſore me there was no God formed, neither 
ſhall there be any after me. It is upon this very 
account therefore that theſe Texts are ſo tro 
a Reaſoning againſt the Heathen Gods that reſi- 
ded in their Idols and Images, becauſe they ib 
plainly aſſert, one only Divine Being, and that no 
ether is to be own'd or Worſhipped but e. 
Beſides all this, there are many of the - 


torce the Worſhip of the true God; which is 
much helped forward by this Conſideration, 
that there are no other Beings that we can addreſs 
our ſelves to, but that one who is Gad, and none 
elſe. It is for this purpoſe that He ſaith, that 
His Name alone is Febovah.; that He only-knows 
the Hearts of the Children of Men. So the Pre- 
face to the Commandments, Hear, O 1ſrael, the 


Lord thy God is one Lord: Aud the firſt Com- 


mandment, 
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mand ment, Thon ſhalt: have none other Gods but 
me, have this Deſign, to enforce that which is 
the Sum of all, vi, Thou ſhalt love the Lord thy 
God with all thy Heart, &c. And when He gives 
this Reaſon tor his Worſhip, why every Knee 
ſhonid bow to Him, 1/a. xlv. 22. it is either 
ſpoken of the Gentiles being brought to Faith 
in our Saviour; Look unto me, and be ye ſaved, all 
the Ends of the Earth, fo; I am God, and none elſe ;, 
or it is ſpoken of the Judgment-Day, when there 
will be no Heathen Gods, Idols, or Images to 
ſtand in Competition with Him, that then ev 
Knee ſhall bow to Him. vgr. 23. and all this, be- 
Cauſe He i God, and none elſe. © 


II Ithas-dgen- further obje&ed, That theſe 


Texts mean, there is no other ſupreme God, 
or” that here are no other Beings co-ordinate 
with Him ; and ſo that they do not exclude the 
Son, wo is ſuppos'd by them to be indeed a di- 
ſtinct Divine Being, but ſubordinate to the Fa- 
ther, as deriving his Being and Attributes from 
the ſupreme God. 242 
To this I ſay, that this is indeed the Doctrine 
of the great Man that we have been arguing a- 
gainſt; and it has been already pleaded from 
theſe. Texts, that there are no ſuch Divine Be- 
ings derived and dependent, to whom thoſe Ti- 
tles, Attributes, and Powers belong, which are 
on both ſides acknowledged to belong to the 
Son of God. So that if the ſapreme God did a- 
lone make all things by Himſelf, does only know 
the Hearts of Men, be the only Saviour, &c. 
then whatever Texts exclude other Beings 
from that Supremacy, muſt exclude them from the 
Titles, Attributes, and Powers which the ſa- 
preme God appropriates to Himſelf. It is true, 


there has been a common Diſtinction. between 


the communicable and incommunicable Attributes 
of God: The Meaning of which, is only — 
| Thoſe 
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Thoſe are called incommunicable, of which there 
are not the leaſt Footſteps or Reſemblance in the 
Creatures; as Eternity, Immenſity,  Unchangt+ 
ableneſs, Allſuffictency, Onmiſcience, Independeney, 
&c. And theſe are called communicable, of which 
there is ſome analogy or reſemblance in the 
Creatures; as Holineſs, Wiſdom, Juſtice, Good- 
eſs, Trath, &c. But ſtill this is but Analogy 
and Reſemblance, and when theſe Attributes 
are called communicable, they are not proper! but 
analogically ſo. Holineſs, Juſtice, Goodneſs, &c 
are only Qualities, or Accidents in the Crea- 
tures, ſeparable from their Natures, or adven- 
titions thereunto. As the New Creature is called 
the Divine Nature, 2 Pet. ii. 4. $0 the pic. 
lar Graces are called by the Name f the Divine 
Attributes, as being the n af God * new 
form'd in the Soul. But as the Divine Nature, 
ſtrictly and properly underſtood, is not communi- 
cable to the Creatures, ſo neither are the Divine 
Attributes. Juſtice, Holineſs, Goodneſs, and o- 
ther Attributes of God, are really His Eſſence, 
and not diſtin from it, büt only in our Con- 
ceptiaa; / am UVuderſtanding, ſaith God, Prov, 
viii. 14. and God ts Love, 1 Joh. iv. 8. Cave ſis 
ne Perfectiones Dei cogites eſſe Accidentia, aut diſ- 
poſitiones quaſdam ab efſentia vere diſtinct as, eamdem 
acceſſu ſus modificantes: uti id obtingt in creaturis, 
que recipiendo adjunct a quedam in ſeſe, eo ipſb ma- 
jerem quafi Per ſectionis gradum conſequuntur, dum 
acquirunt quod is ſeipſis. non poſſidebant. God is 


—— 
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* 7he Image of God jr, 1, Proper and expreſs, 80 the 
Son is the Image of the Ha tber in the ſame Eine, Heb. i, 3. but 
no diſtint or other I ing can be like the Divine Being, Deut. 
xxxiii. 26, winleſs. by graſs Uſurfation, Ia. xive 14. 2. Im- 
proper, and with infinite diſparity This Man bad by the 
Creation, Gen. i. 26, 27, has by Grace, Col. lit. 10, and 
in Glory, Pſal. xv li. 1 f. * 
only 


nd 
only Wiſe, only Good, only Holy, & c. not only 
becauſe All Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Helineſs, &c, in 
the Univerſe is from Him; but becauſe there 5s 
none Good, Wiſe, Holy, &c. but one, that is GOD, 
in the ſame wnwvocal Senſe that thoſe Attributes 
belong ro God, Matt. xix. 17. All Goodneſs, 
Wiſdom, Holineſs, &c. in inferior Beings, being 
Qualities that bear only a faint Reſemblance to 

the Attributes of God; and the ſame Names 

are uſed for\the one and for the other, only in 
Condeſcenſion to our Capacities, by reaſon of 

the Penury of our Languages, and for the bare 
Analogy ſake; it may be ſaid of af, as it is of 
one, and for the ſame Reaſon: There is none holy 
as the Lord, fog there is none beſides Him, 1 Sam. 
il. 2. To ſuppoſe the abſolutg Supremacy and In- 
dependency of Gag, to be properly communicated to 
any other Beiogs, 5s (as Dr. Clarke obſerves, 
Scripture Doctrine, p. 298.) an expreſs Contradi- 
ction in Terms. The like may be faid of all His 
other Attributes, ſtrictly and properly underſtood, 
which are eſſential! to his Being, or which are in- 
deed his very Eſſence, that they are as incommu- 
- BB, nicable to other Beings, as even Supremacy and 
- Independency. We indeed believe all the efſer- 
y tial Attributes of God to be communicated from 
the Father, to the So, and from the Father 
fy and Son to the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe the Eſſence 
x of theſe three Perſons Is one andghe ſame : But 
if the Son be excluded ſtom being of the ſame 
divine Eſſence with the Father, then is He exclu- 
from all the Divine Attributes and Perfecti- 
, and from the Honour, Worſhip, and Homage 
due thereuato, as well aß from Supremacy and 
Independency. wow 148 i . 

But 1 argue further, khat if this be all that is 
meant by the Texts, to exclude other Beings, 
(not from Divine Titles, Attributes and Wor- 
ſhip, but) only from being co-ordinate with the 
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Sxpreme, then they do not ſo much as exclude 
the Heathen Gods. It was obſerv'd before, that 
the Devil, in ſeeking to be Worſhipped, did 
not pretend to abſolute Supremacy, but owt'd 
that he had received his Power and Authority 
yet the Command to Worſhip God alone, was a 
ſufficient Confutation of all ſuch pretended 
Claims. The Heatheas, (at leaſt the Wiſer ſort 
of them) that had Gods many, and Lords many; 
did own them to be in Subordinationitg.one ſupreme 
God, who was the Harde rdrroy, Of as they cal- 
led Him, rde ArSyayrs Oer e; when therefore 
Dr. . declares, that the Honour given to 
Chriſt, :s not ſo much upon the Account of Eſſence, 
and abſtraft Attributes, but of Actions and Aittri- 
butes relative to us; in his Scripture Doctrine, p- 
372. and that there are degrees of Worſhip to 
the ſeveral Perſons upon the Account of their 
reſpettive Characters, Powers and Offices, p. 415. 
that the Worſhip paid to the Sen is an inferior 
Worſhip given Him in theſe laſt Days, ſince his 
Exaltation, p. 368. I cannot but fear that this 
is che Reviving the Doctrine of Demons, LV Pag- 
xanias Aaiuorioy, I Tim. iv. 1.] and that we 
may go on to the Worſhip of Angels, Archai- 
gels, Thrones, Principalities, Re. according to 
their e Charactens, Pomers, and Offices, To 
this it has been anſwerd og behalf of Dr. Ci 
that theſe Angels aß Archangels, &c. are 
Creatures, it e hr And, I muſt needs ſay, 
that if the Sn and Holy Ghoſt be not in the 
higheſt Senſe one God with the Father; the 
Generation of the one, and the Proceſſion of thè o- 
ther, he not of neciſſity of Nature, hut that they 
receiv'd their Being by the arbitrary "Wilt of the 
ſupreme God, then are. they tg all intents and 
purpoſes His Creatures; d nt on his Will, 
and ſo at an infinite diſtance from Him; and if 
they ſhould be ſupposd to receive their preca- 
„rious 
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rious Beings ſome other Way than the Angels and 
other Creatures did, yet if the Worſhip given 
to chem be not upon the account of Eſſence or ab- 
ſlute Attributes, much leſs will it be upon ac- 
count of the different Manner of their receiving 
this Eſſence and Attribntes; but as the Sor of 
God receives a higher Worſhip upon the Account 
of his higher Actions and Attributes relative to us, 
ſo may Archangels and Angels receive a lower 
Worſhip upon 7 Account of their inferior A- 
Hons and AttritMes relative to us. I know that 
Dr. Cl— and his Followers, make a difference 
between yirmpe and miinua, and will own 
that there is no ſimilitude between the Son of God, 
and the Angels, or other Creatures: But if you 
take away the true Difference, viz. that Creation 
is an arbitrary Act, by which Creatures depend 
on the Pleaſure of God for their Being : and 
Generation is neceſſary to the Divine Eſſence, as 
much as Underſtanding and Intellect can be; I 
fay, if you take away this difference, the San of 
God is brought down to be a proper Timue, or 
riet Which we render Creature, though they 
may helieve, that there is no ſimilitude between Him 
and other Creatures. There is no ſimilitude, that 
I know of, between an Archangel and a Pebble- 
ſtone but in this, that they both are dependent Be- 
ings, af the Will of their Creator: and ſuppoſe 
another \Being, as much above an Archangel in his 
Reſemblance to the ſupreme God, in Under- 
ſtanding, Power, Cc. as an Archangel is above 
a Pebbleſtone , yet ſtill being dependent Beings, 
they are all royuere, at an infinite Diſtance 
from their Maker, as dependency is from inde- 
pendency; and muſt not ſhare in the Worſhip 
of the moſt High, nor he joined with Him in 
the ſame Prayers and Praiſes. The ſupreme 
God faith, Tau ſhalt Worſbip the Lord thy God, 


and Him only ſhalt theu ſerve. This ſtands in our 
| G 
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Svpreme, then they do not ſo much as exclude 
the Heathen Gods. It was obſerv'd before, that 
the Devil, in ſeeking to be Worſhipped, did 
not pretend to abſolute Supremacy, but owt'd 
that he had received his Power and Authorityy 


yet the. Command to Worſhip God alone, was a 


ſufficient Confutation of all ſuch pretended 
Claims. The Heathens, (at leaſt the Wiſer ſort 
of them) that had Gods many, and Lords many; 
did own them to be in Sabordinatiom is one ſupreme 
God, who was the Hare drr, Of as they cal- 
led Him, are Arlgorrs ©:ayrs; when therefore 
Dr. Cl-— declares, that the Honour given to 
Chriſt, is not ſo much upon the Account of Eſſence, 
and abſtratt Attributes, but of Actions and Attri- 
butes relative to us; in his Scripture Doctrine, p- 
372. and that there are degreeg- of Worſhip to 
the ſeveral Perſons upon the Account of their 
reſpettive Charatters, Powers and Offices, p. 415. 
that the Worſhip paid to the Sen is an inferior 
Worſhip given Him in theſe laſt Days, ſince his 
Exaltation, p. 368. I cannot but fear that this 
is che Reviving the Doctrine of Demons, LH s- 
xanlas A hαν,Ei, 1 Tim. iv. r. ] and that we 
may go on to the - Worſhip of Angels, Archan- 
gels, Thrones, Principalities, Re: according to 
their . pI Characters, Powers, and Offices, To 
this it has been anſwerd on behalf of Dr. C 
that theſe Angels aß Archangels, &c. are 
Creatures, it wx hr, And 1 muſt needs ſay, 
that if the Son and Holy G hoſt be not in the 
higheſt Senſe one God with the Father; i ghe 
Generation of the one, and the Proceſſion of thè o- 
ther, be not of neciſſity f Nature, but that they 
receiv'd their Being by the arbitrary "Wilt of the 
ſupreme God, then fre. they to all intents and 
purpoſes His Creatures} dependent on his Win, 
and ſo at an infinite diſtance from Him; and if 
they ſhould be ſyppos'd to receive their preca- 
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rious Beings ſome other Way than the Angels and 
other Creatures did, yet if the Worſhip given 
tofhem be not upon the account of Eſſence or ab- 
ute Attributes, much leſs will it be upon ac- 
count of the different Manner of their receiving 
this Eſſence and Attribntes; but as the Sor of 
God receives a higher Worſhip upon the Account 
of his higher Actions and Attributes relative to us, 
ſo may Archangels and Angels receive a lower 
Worſhip upon the Account of their inferior A- 
Hons and Attributes relative to us. I know that 
Dr. Cl— and his Followers, make a difference 
between yirmpe and miinua, and will own 
that there is no ſimilitude between the Son of God, 
and the Angels, or other Creatures: But if you 
take away the true Difference, viz. that Creation 
is an arbitrary Act, by which Creatures depend 
on the Pleaſure of God for their Being : and 
Generation is neceſſary to the Divine Eſſence, as 
much as Underſtanding and Intellect can be; I 
fay, if you take away this difference, the Sau of 
God is brought down to be a proper Tine, or 
riet Which we render Creature, though they 
may believe, that there is no ſimilitude between Him 
and other Creatures. There is no ſimilitude, that 
I know of, between an Archangel and a Pebble- 
ſtone but in this, that they both are dependent Be- 
ings, at the Will of their Creator : and ſuppoſe 
another Being, as much above an Archangel in his 
Reſemblance to the ſupreme God, in Under- 
ſtanding, Power, Cc. as an Archangel is above 
a Pebbleſtone ,, yet ſtill being dependent Beings, 
they are all royuere, at an infinite Diſtance 
from their Maker, as dependency is from inde- 
pendency; and muſt not ſhare in the Worſhip 
of the moſt High, nor he joined with Him in 
the ſame Pravers and Praiſes. The ſupreme 
God faith, Thou ſhalt Worſhip the Lord thy God, 


and Him only (þalt theu ſerve. This ſtands in our 
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that it is taken from the Old Teſtament Texts, 


n | 
way: And if we can break through this, as 
only meant of the higheſt Degree of Worſhip 
leaving an inferior fort to be given to ſuborMi 
nate Beings: What will hinder the Angelk 
(when preſent 1n our Aſſemblies) from being the 
Object of our Worſhip, as commiſſion'd Guardians, 
upon the Account of that Character and Relation 
that they have to us; which is made the Ground 
of onr Worſhip ? and where ſhall we ſtop? 

III. The only thing that I know of that is 
urg'd further againſt our Scripture- Argument is, 


which ought in all Reaſon to be explain'd by 
the Texts of the New Teſtamenc; the Current 
of which, is produced by Dr. Clarke, for the 
Confirming his Scheme. To which I anſwer, 
T hat the Toxts of the New Teſtament, cited by Dr. 
Clarke, reipect Chriſt as a Mediator; and have 
been ſhewa in the Preface, not any ways ta op- 
poſe our Argument, but exactly to agree there» 
w.th. And for the Texts that we have cited, be- 
fides that ove of the moſt unanſwerable [via 
Matt. iv. 10.) ig out of the New Teſtament: I d 
fire it may be alip conſidered, that ths Old Teſta- 
ment is not only not contrary to the New, but 
is the proper Place from whence the Characters 
of the Meſſiah are to be ſought 5 from whence 
the antient Jews knew that He was the Sen of God, 
and equal with the Father, Joh. v. 18. the Fews 
ſought to kill Him, becauſe He ſaid, That God was 
bis Father, [rerigz Wy] making himſelf equal with 
God. Which Interence, had had no pretence, if 
it had not been a known thing, that the Son of 
God was of the ſame Eſſence, and ſo equal with 
the Father. For in a lower Senſe to ſay that 
God was his Father, was no more than what them- 
ſelves owa'd, Joh. viii. 41. The ſame Inference 
they made from his ſaying at another time, J 
ana my Father are one; that they went about to 
| | ſtone 
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commanded to ſearch and try in this Matter, 


, (39) "£5 
#5 becauſe; as they told Him, Thon be- 
ing Man, makeſt thy ſif God, Joh. x. 30, 33. 
Hence it is that the New Teſtament does conti- 
Wally refer us to the Old, and the Texts from 
thence are meant by the Scriptures which we are 


Joh. 


v. 39. AH. xvii. 12. And though the New Te- 
ſtament has many full Proofs of the Eternal-Deity 
of the Son, Which are frequently urg'd ; yet the 
Comparing the Old Teſtament with the New, does 
wonderfully confirm this great Truth; when we 
find the Texts that ſpeak of the Lord Fehovah, 
who is on all Hands own'd to be the oe God, in 
the Old Teſtament, to be ſo expreſly apply'd to 
the Son of God in the New. I ſet down before, 


Iſa. xliv. 6. compared with Rev. i. 8, 11. 


17. 


and 1/a. xlv. 22, 23. compared with Rom. xiv. 
10, 11. So we may add, Zech. xii. 10. fulfilPd 
in Chriſt, Joh. xix. 379. Malachi iii. 1. compa- 
red with Lal. i. 76. Joh. i. 23. and many o- 


her Inſtances there are; ſome of which we had 


t known to have beep ſpoken of the on 


God, if they had not been ſo applied by inſpir'd 
Writers; as P/al. cii. 24, 25. Which is apply'd 


to Him, Heb. i. 10, 11. and divers of theſe 
are ſuch Texts as ſpeak of the Unity of God, and 
that there is wo other, So Iſa. xliii. 11. Beſides 
me, there is no Saviour, is juſt the ſame with 
Act, iv. 12. Neither is there Salvation in any o- 
ther. When the Old Teſt ament calls Jehovah the 


Shepherd of Iſrael, the Son of God ſpeaking of 
Himſelf, faith, Joh. x. 14,---16. That there ſb 


all 


be one Fold, and one Shepherd. The Prophet 
ſaith, J/a. liv. 5. Thy Maker is thy Husband, the 


Lord of Hoſts is his Name. The Apoſtle ſaith, 


2 Cor. Xi. 2. Thave eſpouſed you to Unt Pusband, 


[| 


that I may preſent you as a chaſt Virgin to Chriſt, 
So far therefore is the New Teſtament from 
revealing to us any other Divine Beings, as 
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jects 
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perty, and the ſame with 'Unbegotten. Thus th 


Y (Three Letters to Dr. Clarke, p. 11.) It ig 
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jects of our Worſhip, than the Oi Ten 
did; that it many ways confirms the OA. 
ſtament Doctrine of ave God, and nan beifles 
Him; and that the ane God, is not. ont PeN 
ſon, bat three * Perſons in one Subſtance or Bſs' 
fence: - + „at 1 1 enn 
Hut Dr. Clarke taking the Words Perſon; 
aud Being to be of the ſame Signification, (See 
bis Book, Part II. S. I.) has found out an Epi- 
thet that may be indifferentiy apply*d to ei- 
ther of thoſe Words; and mau I fear, are 
miſled by the ambiguous Uſe: of it. This is 
the Term Selſcexiſtent in this Propoſitiog, The 
Fut her only is Selſrexiſtent; which being miſuns? 
derſtood, is eaſily altered into this, that the Fa- 
ther alone is the Self-exiftent Being; and from 
thence they conclude, that the Son and Spirit muſt 
be diſtinct, derived, and dependent Being“ 


ceſſary therefore to remove the Ambiguity of this 
Word. Self-exiſtent is either, 1. A perſena Pri 


octrine, p. 274.) In 4his Senſe, no doubt, th 
Father alone id, #+ vr, of. no. other Perſon * 
for He is the ff Perſon, and the other twa: 


. trafi{lates *Ayitraros, Self-exiſtent, (Scriptun 


perſbns are f Him. Or it is, 2. an eſſential | 


Atrribute, add tie ſame with Neceſſarily- eæ- 
iſtent. Thus the Dectur ſpeaks of the Self-ex- 
ent Subſtance, (Ibid, §. XIV. p. 276.) In 
this Seuſe it belongs to. all the Three Por- 
- ſons in that ane Subſtance; in which Frinity 
none is afore or after other none is greater 
or lefs- than another: but the whole Thee Per- 
ſons are cocternal | together, and coequal.. 
Hymn in the To. God the Father Land and Praiſe, 
ac And to His bliſſed Son, ; 
— ofP 3 And to the Holy Spirit of Grace, 
a 90 * eee eln 
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